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. —--T* Atherosclerosis. The article of (48) Dayton and Pearce 

■ has provoked some comments from the authors ( Lancet 28 February 1970), 


DIET AND ATHEROSCLEROSIS 

St»,—The leading ankle (Nov, |,.p. 919) m which you 
^K UWfti out trial 1 of a 4-.cC huh: m uruaturited fit * 
jfjJf it ck»r that our report haJ not ■ dealt adequately with 
at .km oae crtiJiol quoinm- Specifically, your article sug- 
gnted that: the k?w incidence of atherosclerotic event* m , 
faniopanta on the ta penmen cai diet might have born i due 
%» the chance inclusion of a smaller number of heavy. 
Cigarette inolai in that group than us the control group, 
In order to satufy ourselves and other* on ttm point, wc 
have undertaken further,arulym of ©ur.fesulis m reut:on to 
•meting fcahita. The rciuits of ihu analysis, reported 
below, pro side convincing evidence that, difference* in 
invoking ha but cuutd not have accounted 'for the favourable 
experience of subjects on the ex pen xenial diet. 

ft basT examined the Question by stratify.;*g the sub¬ 
jects oo the bum oi tijareKe-ininking habits ay reported at 
the time of entry in:o the cnai. The outcome ex pen cnee of 
the control and cepennenui groups was then compared 1 
within each irrarum. Incidence of the primary end-point 
(achirruc heart-disease iiunifciieJ by sudden death or by 
At&ruie mjocirdJJ infarction) was expressed m-terms of 
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subjects affected per 100 min-ycan- Inridince race* were 
alio calculated for major end-points in : combination. 

As indicated in sabli h at any ofithe three kveti of cigar¬ 
ette coruumpuon examined, the incidence of dinial events 
atcribuable to atheroiclerosn was lower tn experimental 
subjects than m tndt.viduais on the control diet. Thus when 
cigarette consumption l* the: same, the effect of thC' experi¬ 
mental diet persnts. 

Although table I makes it clear that there was a dietary 
e/Tcct, w hatever the ineqaaliues of the smckir-z distribution, 
it ts also desirable to determine whether the surplus of heavy 
Brokers in the control group accounted, «K far r, for the 
more favourable expencr.ee of the exp<tunenul t^up. 
Toward this end, we hase developed estimates of “smokmg- 
ad jut ted" inndence rates—that is, estimates of th^e outcome 
which would have resulted if the subiecu of each smoking 
stratum had been allocated ia equal numbers to the control 
and experimental groups. This was done by multiplying 
the number of subjects atfeoted in a given cgircffe-smoking 
stratum of the control group by »C, in which Cm 

Dumber of control subjects m the stratum and a - number 
of experimental .subjecu in the stratum; and by : maxing a 
corresponding calculation for the experimental group. 
Resulting figures for ad strots were iculled. Figures for 
toul man-years at rrik were similarly adjusted ; before 
calculating the adjusted incidence-races. The objective of 
lh< calculation u to estimate the answer to this question: 
if a given stratum of a control group contains I,*2 (C-- 1 ) sub¬ 
jects, whose mean experience »s simiiar to that of the C 
subjects actually allocated to that lubqroup; and if a 
corresponding experimental subgroop-lucewi.se am toms 
1/2 (C* f)/subjrits, with mean experience comparable to 
that of the t subject* actually observed; and if this a true 
for alt smoking t tna, then what ii the predicted outcome of 
such a trial ? The resulting escunjtes, given in table K, are 
Dearly identical (to the figures aciuaiiy .observed '(bottom of 
table I), the rurpUiS of 'heavy .smokers m the control group 
having been fully effort by an even Urger surplus of 
esodmie smokers <10-^0 cijamtes per day)'in the ex¬ 
perimental group. ^Tc conclude, thiereiosc, IhUtllhe uneveo 
distribution of 'cijarene-smokoig habits had no cct eriec* 
whatsoever on the outcome of the trial. 

Returning to table l, the outcome in the control group 
reveals the well-known eorreli’-ion 'between egatette stnofc- 
ujj *-d incidence of'isherwcSceotK. complications. The 
smoking etfcci is net ipr:rent, however, in the group oo 
espenmenral diet;indeed, the npemnee of heavy-smoking 
experimentalsubjects . was no worse than, that'of light- 
tmoiinj and rc\mimi v k;.“S suhiccts on either d.ct. Whether 
chi t U a true tntcfiCTion bert *era » 4j eury effect and smek mj 
habiu n d.rhcvlt to judge wtth confidence on the bom of 
these obvervatwoL A true intenano of this turore, i£ 
a'nhnmcd by,future wotki would have intpomnt prsct.cal 
and theoretical | intp'.icxt«ons. H-J>weser. l^ten's vcvood-rryr 
prrven^tt mil’ d>J not sh-jw evidence of uUtfLUOQ 
between the siroklrg effect and Lbe diet etfcct- The tepofts 
of other dieuiy fca** not,fu our know’.edit, dealt with 

this quesroa. ___ 
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l« rtf err ing to a "rebound’* in scrum-chofe-rtrel Ifo-c; 
Oa resumption of normal diet • by cxpettmentali suhtect'. 
your article conveys a disturbing tntcinterpy c cat tori'oi <m- 
observations. As indicated us rig. 20 of cur.. :epv»rt, «r 
tested this question by sclectmg the 10 experimental sub¬ 
jects and the 11 control.subiects who had had the best an- 
inost prolonged adherence. During the S. months bclotr 
-tetminavon of the experimental diet, these two .subgroup, 
had acatly identical mean serunt-vholcstcrMi cunccfitr*- 
tionx This must be attributed to chance, sir.ee. the Urc-: 
groups from which the mb-saropics were, drawn d.sp|jsc, 
lower mean levels among the experimental sub»rc:t.th^ 
aroong the controls (see rig. 5 of our report). On rrvar:-;- 
lioo of the regular diet, the expvnmeRCal'subgroup du- 
piryed « prompt serum-choiciteroi rise comparable, ir 
magnirude to the fait seen at the start of the studs-. Theo 
levels were now higher than : those of the. control subcroup 
Thu was surely not a ”rebound” phenomenon, but ra.’h-r 
an expression of the fact Lhat m-n-dirury m.-'ccnccs had u- 
*erum-cho!otcrol' levels higher m.these 10 experunmL 
subjects than in the 11 mem w ich w hom they w ere compare^. 

*"Li»»or\Jk Vciifin, 

AdnuAAjir.tM-n KOvpiuI ».-wl _ 
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